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in 30 days for your deportation hearing.
Are we surprised that the vast major-
ity of people don’t show up but just
merely melt into our landscape and be-
come part of that 12 million people who
come to our country in violation of our
immigration laws? Well, it is because
we only have 20,000 detention beds—
20,000—with 1.2 million people coming
across our borders just last year. That
is the fundamental, root problem with
the catch-and-release policy that the
Department of Homeland Security has
had for far too long.

Senator KYL and I would not only
raise the number of detention beds to
50,000, but we would end the catch-and-
release policy by improving and in-
creasing and mandating the use of ex-
pedited removal across our borders.

This chart reflects that Border Pa-
trol apprehensions of people from coun-
tries other than Mexico were 165,000
last year. Yet 114,000 of them were re-
leased under the catch-and-release pro-
gram. As I say, most, if not all, of them
melted into the landscape and became
part of this shadow culture living in
America today of people who have
come to this country in violation of
our immigration laws. We may assume
we know why they have come here. We
may assume that they are people in
search of a better life and, indeed,
many of them are. But the fact is, we
can’t assume in a post-9/11 world; we
have to know who is coming into our
country and why they are here because
we know there are those who have evil
intent toward America. We know there
are common criminals. We know there
are drug dealers and drug smugglers.
We know there are arms dealers. We
know there are international criminal
syndicates who will do anything for a
buck, whether it is smuggling drugs,
guns, weapons of mass destruction, or
smuggling terrorists across our bor-
ders.

In addition to the 10,000 more Border
Patrol agents, I believe the solution to
securing our borders is in the tech-
nology we have, our technological ad-
vantage. But we are not using tech-
nology along the border the way we
should. We know the Department of
Defense, our military, is the finest,
most professional military the world
has ever known, and in large part it is
because of the technology they are able
to use. We need to use ground sensors.
We need to use unmanned aerial vehi-
cles. We need to use technology to pro-
vide a secure border.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator’s time has expired.

Mr. CORNYN. Madam President, I
ask unanimous consent for 30 seconds
to conclude my remarks.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. CORNYN. Madam President, as I
pointed out, border security is national
security. I see the chairman of the Sub-
committee for Homeland Security of
the Appropriations Committee on the
floor, and he has been a great cham-
pion of getting more money allocated
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for this important effort. But we are a
far cry from where we need to be. We
can do this if we have the national will
and commitment. But our national se-
curity depends on border security, and
we have to make a credible effort—in-
deed, more than an effort—we need to
be successful in providing security to
our borders in order to keep the Amer-
ican people safe.
I yield the floor.

———

CONCLUSION OF MORNING
BUSINESS

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Morning
business is closed.

———

SECURING AMERICA’S BORDERS
ACT

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under
the previous order, the Senate will re-
sume consideration of S. 2454, which
the clerk will report.

The assistant legislative clerk read
as follows:

A bill (S. 2454) to amend the Immigration
and Nationality Act to provide for com-
prehensive reform, and for other purposes.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from New Hampshire.

Mr. GREGG. Madam President, I un-
derstand that the Senator from Geor-
gia and the Senator from Louisiana
wish to speak. I also wish to speak, and
I see the Democratic floor leader is
here. I spoke with the Senator from
Massachusetts, and he said he wasn’t
speaking at this time. I was wondering
if we could maybe get a time agree-
ment so that we can get an order, if
that is all right with the Democratic
floor manager.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Vermont.

Mr. LEAHY. Madam President, what
is the parliamentary situation now? I
am just asking the question.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under
the previous order, the time until 12
p.m. will be equally divided between
the two leaders or their designees.

Mr. GREGG. Madam President, I
would just suggest that since the Sen-
ator from Georgia is here and the Sen-
ator from Louisiana is here and I am
here and I know the Senator from
Vermont is here, since he is the floor
leader, he would probably want to pro-
ceed. Do you have a statement you are
proceeding with, I presume?

Mr. LEAHY. Madam President, I
would tell my good friend from my
neighboring State of New Hampshire, I
do have a statement. It is not very
long; it is probably 7 or 8 minutes. But
I would like to say, just to frame the
issue, the distinguished chairman of
the committee, Senator SPECTER, and I
spoke on the floor yesterday on this.
This is a major issue. I will want to
speak. I do not intend to hold the floor
very long.

Mr. KENNEDY. Will the Senator be
good enough to yield? I will be glad to
wait for 45 minutes or an hour. I will
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seek recognition at that time. After
the Senator from Vermont speaks, we
have some other speakers, but I think
we can wait.

Mr. GREGG. I ask unanimous con-
sent that the Senator from Vermont be
recognized for as much time as he may
desire and then the Senator from Geor-
gia be recognized for 15 minutes, the
Senator from Louisiana for 15 minutes,
and then I be recognized for 15 minutes,
and that will get us to approximately
the 45 minutes the Senator was talking
about.

Mr. KENNEDY. Then would the Sen-
ator from Illinois be recognized for 15
minutes and I will follow the Senator
from Illinois?

Mr. GREGG. That sounds reasonable
to me.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection? Without objection, it is so
ordered.

Mr. GREGG. I yield the floor. I thank
the Senator from Vermont and the
Senator from Massachusetts.

Mr. LEAHY. Madam President, I
thank the Senator from New Hamp-
shire. As usual, he found us a roadmap
and it worked well.

Madam President, let me just briefly
suggest the absence of a quorum. I am
going to take us out of the quorum in
about 1 minute.

I suggest the absence of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will call the roll.

The assistant legislative clerk pro-
ceeded to call the roll.

Mr. LEAHY. Madam President, I ask
unanimous consent that the order for
the quorum call be rescinded.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. LEAHY. Madam President, we
are going to have a major debate on
immigration. That is a good thing,
both for the country and for the Sen-
ate. I note, however, in the Judiciary
Committee, we have had a major
amount of debate and long markups.
The distinguished chairman of the
committee, Senator SPECTER, and I
have tried to make sure we had full
hearings.

The distinguished senior Senator
from Massachusetts, Mr. KENNEDY, is
on the floor. As I said last night, he has
spent more time on this than any of
the rest of us. He has been in the Sen-
ate longer. He has been a leader in the
area of immigration.

When we began the debate, Chairman
SPECTER and I followed the opening
statement of the Republican leader
with a discussion of how the Judiciary
Committee, in a truly bipartisan man-
ner, worked successfully to meet the
deadline set by the Senate’s Repub-
lican leadership. I understood that the
majority leader had committed to turn
to the committee bill if we were able to
meet that deadline. I heard our chair-
man reiterate that same thing on the
floor again yesterday. We did it, we
completed that difficult task. We did it
by working together, Republicans and
Democrats, something that should be
done more often around here.
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Under the steady leadership of the
chairman and Senator KENNEDY, and
with the hard work and dedication of
so many members of the committee, we
worked through the long hours and nu-
merous amendments and accomplished
what had seemed to be the impossible.
Our staffs worked throughout the St.
Patrick’s Day recess. As I said last
night, I got e-mails from them at 11
o’clock and 12 o’clock at night and
then again very early in the morning. I
knew how hard they were working on
this—the staffs of all the Senators in-
volved. Then the Judiciary Committee
sent a resounding message approving a
bill by a bipartisan vote of 12 to 6.

What was interesting about that is
none of the amendments on the critical
issues passed on a party-line vote.
They were by strong bipartisan votes.
Let me tell you what our committee
did.

We have a bill that is strong on en-
forcement. In some ways, it is stronger
than the bill passed by the House. It is
tough on employer enforcement. It is
tough on traffickers—and it should be.
It is stronger than the bill introduced
by the senior Senator from Tennessee,
who started from the same place as the
committee bill but did not include
some of the enforcement measures
added by amendment during com-
mittee consideration nor any of the
other improvements we made. For ex-
ample, neither of those other bills in-
cluded a provision, added by the com-
mittee at the urging of Senator FEIN-
STEIN, to make tunneling under our
borders a Federal crime. The com-
mittee bill adds new criminal penalties
for evading immigration officers, and
it added manslaughter to the definition
of aggravated felony.

Finally, on Monday morning of this
week, the committee adopted a Fein-
stein amendment to add 12,000 new Bor-
der Patrol agents—2,400 each year for
the next 5 years.

Our committee bill is enforcement-
plus. It starts with strong enforcement
provisions and border security, but it is
also comprehensive in its balance. It
confronts the problem of 12 million un-
documented immigrants who live in
the shadows. It values work. It respects
human dignity and includes guest
worker provisions supported by both
business and labor. It includes a way to
pay fines and earn citizenship that has
the support of religious organizations
and leading Hispanic organizations.

Yesterday, Senator KENNEDY and
Senator DURBIN and Senator HARKIN
made excellent, persuasive statements
in favor of the committee bill. Sen-
ators DOMENICI and MARTINEZ also
spoke of their personal journeys. These
were very real and meaningful state-
ments. They reminded us all that we
are a country of immigrants. I thank
them for speaking in terms favorable
to the comprehensive approach we have
adopted. Listening to them makes me
think how proud my immigrant grand-
parents would be. They immigrated
from Italy to Vermont. They would be
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proud to hear this debate, and to see
their grandson speaking on the floor of
the Senate.

I look forward to working with
Chairman SPECTER in a bipartisan way
to pass the committee bill. The chair-
man and I have been able to move our
committee from being a confronta-
tional committee to one that works in
a bipartisan fashion. I commend him
for that. I commend all members of the
committee for that.

What we have done is, by working
that way, we have provided a realistic
and reasonable system for immigra-
tion. The bill protects America’s bor-
ders, it strengthens enforcement, and
most important, it remains true to the
best of American values.

The committee bill wisely dropped
controversial provisions which would
have exposed those who provide hu-
manitarian relief or medical care or
shelter or counseling or other basic
services to undocumented aliens. Under
the earlier bill, they would have faced
possible prosecution under felony
alien-smuggling provisions of the
criminal law—a reminder that in a na-
tion such as ours, with such a great
heart and soul as a nation, we also
have a moral and humanitarian respon-
sibility to people. We should not make
felons of those who carry out the re-
sponsibility of feeding the hungry,
clothing the naked, and sheltering
those who need shelter.

I thank so many in the relief and re-
ligious communities, the faith commu-
nity, for speaking out on this matter.
Even in my own faith, I was so pleased
to see some of the leaders speak out so
strongly.

The criminal provisions should be fo-
cused on the smugglers, not on the
children of aliens or those who help
them. Focus it on the smugglers, those
who traffic in human misery and some-
times bring about the death of those
they smuggle. Under the committee
bill, that is what we did.

The committee also voted down a
measure that would criminalize mere
presence in an undocumented status in
the United States. I was a prosecutor. I
know how unworkable that would have
been. Illegal status is currently a civil
offense with very serious consequences.
One of the most serious, of course, is it
includes deportation. But if you then
criminalize that status, it is punitive,
it is wrong, it is totally unworkable
and goes against the history of our Na-
tion. It would have led to further harsh
consequences. It would have trapped
people in permanent underclass status.
It would have put bars in front of the
American dream.

These criminalization measures,
which were included in the House-
passed bill supported by congressional
Republicans and which were reflected
in the majority leader’s bill, have un-
derstandably sparked nationwide pro-
test. In the view of many, it is anti-im-
migrant and inconsistent with Amer-
ica’s values and history. The com-
mittee bill, while tough in enforcement
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and on the smugglers, is smarter and
fairer.

I ask Senators to look at the peaceful
demonstrations across this country.
Listen to the people who are speaking
out. A half-million people went out in
a peaceful demonstration in Los Ange-
les. That is nearly the population of
my State. That was just one dem-
onstration among many.

Opponents of a fair, comprehensive
approach are quick to claim that any-
thing but the most punitive provision
is amnesty. They are wrong. This is not
an amnesty bill. An editorial in yester-
day’s New York Times entitled ‘It
Isn’t Amnesty” makes the point that
painting the word ‘‘deer’” on a cow and
taking it into the woods does not make
the cow a deer. As I said yesterday, in
Vermont, especially during deer sea-
son, we Vermonters know the dif-
ference between a deer and a cow.
Sometimes we wish the tourists did.

Our committee bill should not be
falsely labeled. Our bill is more prop-
erly called what it is: a smart, tough
bill.

We know we need a comprehensive
solution to a national problem. We
need a fair, realistic, and reasonable
system that includes both tough en-
forcement and immigration reform
provisions. All Senators, Republicans
and Democrats, should be able to agree
with these principles. The bill reported
by the Judiciary Committee is that
bill.

I am glad to hear that President
Bush is again speaking about the need
for a path to citizenship and the need
for a comprehensive bill. I hope, as we
now proceed through the sixth year in
office, that the Bush-Cheney adminis-
tration will finally send a legislative
proposal to Congress on these matters.
They have stated their support. Let
them also bring forward what they be-
lieve is appropriate legislation. We did
not want to wait any longer in our
committee. We did the hard work, and
produced a bipartisan bill.

We did the hard work, and we wrote
a tough, smart, comprehensive bill.
The Judiciary Committee’s debate has
produced a bill that I believe would
make my immigrant grandparents
proud, and my maternal great-grand-
parents proud. It is worthy of our sup-
port.

This is a body which should reflect
the conscience of our great Nation.
There are only 100 of us. We are enor-
mously privileged to represent 295 mil-
lion Americans. Let us speak to the
conscience of all of us and the human-
ity of all of us. Let us pass this bill. It
is not just from the managers’ point of
view, from a political point of view; it
has the support of the labor unions,
business groups, leading Hispanic orga-
nizations, and many from our religious
communities. They are asking the Sen-
ate to do its part. Let’s adopt the com-
mittee bill so we can bring hard-work-
ing people out of the shadows and end
the permanent underclass status of so
many who have contributed so much.
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Let us protect our security and our
borders, but support the American
dream that attracted my grandparents
and the American dream that attracted
so many, and allow this bill to become
a reality. We are a good, brave, and
wonderful country. Let us demonstrate
it.

I yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. EN-
SIGN). The Senator from Georgia.

Mr. ISAKSON. Mr. President, in 1903,
Andrew Bengsten boarded a ship and
left Sweden, the son of Isak Bengsten.
He landed on Ellis Island and took the
last name Isakson, which is the Scan-
dinavian tradition, to take the father’s
first name and add ‘‘son” to it. In 1916,
he had a son named Ed, and in 1926 he
became a naturalized citizen.

He went to West Texas as a laborer,
and later on to Atlanta, GA as a car-
penter. In 1944, his son Ed and Ed’s wife
Julia had a son, who by the grace of
God is me. No one in this body has any
greater respect or admiration for this
great country and our process of legal
immigration than I.

As we approach the most important
debate this Senate will encounter in
this session, it is important that it be
a debate of dignity and a debate of sub-
stance and a debate where we learned
the lessons of the past and make sure
that immigration in the future holds
the same promise it held for my grand-
father 103 years ago.

I have filed an amendment at the
clerk’s desk, which at the appropriate
time in the debate I will offer, which to
me is the key as to whether we proceed
on whatever the final product this Sen-
ate may adopt may be. It is a point
that has been missed by many and
avoided by some but we must focus on
and we must accomplish. It is an
amendment that very simply says no
provision of any act we pass which con-
tains a guest worker program will go
into effect until, first, the Secretary of
Homeland Security has certified to the
President and to this Congress that our
borders are reasonably secure.

I want to tell you why that is impor-
tant. It is important because 20 years
ago, in 1986, a great President, Ronald
Reagan, and this Congress adopted a
program that gave legal status to 3
million illegal aliens in the United
States. We did so in the hopes of clear-
ing up the problem. Instead, what we
created was an attractive reason for
more to come illegally in hopes of
gaining the same status. Today, 20
years later, we have estimates of 11
million to 13 million Americans who
came exactly that way—over the bor-
der illegally in hopes of that same
promise that happened in 1986.

Were we to pass in this body this
year a bill granting status that does
not require, first, security on the bor-
der, then we will create the same
attractiveness we did 20 years ago. The
result will be the same, and the legacy
to another Congress and the problems
in our social services system in our
great country will be great. It is impor-
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tant that whatever security require-
ments we place in this legislation—and
there should be many—be funded and
be in place before any other provision
takes place.

Second, it is important to understand
that enforcing the border is something
we can do. Before I introduced border
security legislation a few weeks ago, I
traveled to the United States border
with Mexico. I went to San Diego and
Tijuana, met with our border agents
who are having remarkable success
now because of technology and, of
course, because of improved numbers.

I went to Fort Huachuca in Arizona
where the one and only unmanned aer-
ial surveillance vehicle, the Predator,
has a 150-mile stretch of the United
States-Mexican border secure because
we have eyes in the sky 24 hours a day,
7 days a week.

For $400 million, we can deploy a
fleet of 26 of those unmanned Predator
aircraft to have eyes in the sky 24/7
along the entire 2,000-mile border. That
will have a tripling effect on our man-
power because it allows us through
technology to identify those who are
coming and where they are, to position
the agents we have to intercept them
and turn them around. It will send the
signal that no longer are we going to
look the other way but instead we are
going to focus on those who are trying
to come here illegally and be smuggled,
and shut the door so they will apply le-
gally to come to this country the right
way, as so many American guests have
and some citizens have, to ultimately
become naturalized.

This place we all call home and the
rest of the world calls America is a
very special place. Our problem isn’t
that people are trying to break out of
this great country; they are all trying
to break into this great country. We
owe it to our country and our future
and to the legacy of our children to as-
sure that the path to this country is
legal and operable, and that it isn’t
done illegally and involve smuggling.

While often many of us talk about
the Southwest border, it should also be
true on the border with Canada as well,
and it should be true at our ports.

Whatever we do in this 2 weeks of de-
bate, it must ultimately be predicated
on, first, securing the border of the
United States, whether it be on the
north or on the South. We must have
fortitude in this Senate to pass the ap-
propriations necessary to fund the pro-
grams to secure those borders. Rhet-
oric is cheap. Enforcement on our bor-
ders can be expensive. But it must be
essential.

The distinguished Senator from New
Hampshire, who is on the floor, has
been an absolute leader to the appro-
priations and the budget process in fo-
cusing like a laser beam on seeing to it
that we authorize and ultimately ap-
propriate the funds to do exactly that
in terms of manpower. I will join him
in that as well as those who put the
funds up for the unmanned aerial vehi-
cle surveillance and the ground sensors
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for tunneling and other technology we
have.

It is a matter of us developing a re-
solve to secure the borders of the
United States of America. We must not
demonize anybody. First, we must se-
cure the borders which the American
people expect us to secure.

I come from a great State, the State
of Georgia, a State that is a major ag-
ricultural producer in this country, a
State where there are many migrant
laborers. I am well aware of what the
green industry, the agricultural indus-
try and the construction industry
workforce, is made up of. We owe it to
those industries to see to it that we
have a legal path to come to this coun-
try and to work and appreciate Amer-
ica, that no longer will there be smug-
gling of illegal aliens across our border,
but instead we have as a country a
legal path for people to come and an il-
legal door that is shut because we have
stopped turning and looking the other
way.

I look forward to this debate. I appre-
ciate the promise of this country, be-
cause were it not for our legal immi-
gration process I would not be here
today. But I will fight as hard as I can
to see to it that whatever passes this
Senate requires first and foremost the
securing of our borders before the ex-
tension to guest workers or any status
be granted. If we do not, we will have
recreated the problem we created in
1967. We will deal not with just 3 mil-
lion illegals coming but millions and
millions and millions more, all because
we looked the other way at a time
when we needed to focus like a laser
beam.

The people of this country are look-
ing to us to secure our borders for the
homeland and for immigration. We
must secure them first before we do
anything else.

A comprehensive bill is possible, and
I have no problem with addressing
comprehensive reform. But those re-
forms that involve guest workers must
only be implemented after the certifi-
cation by the Secretary of Homeland
Security that our borders are secure.
For failure to do so is to pass on to an-
other generation of Americans a com-
pounded problem.

I yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Louisiana.

Mr. VITTER. Mr. President, I too
rise to strongly support the general
thrust of the President’s border secu-
rity bill. As the essential first step in
this great challenge, we must take
strong, meaningful action—not just
talk but action to prove that we can
and will secure our borders and return
to the rule of law with regard to our
immigration system.

I too rise as a descendent of immi-
grants to this country, and I am very
proud of that. Both sets of my grand-
parents—on my mom’s side and on my
dad’s side—came from France. They
came first into New York but very soon
thereafter to Louisiana where there are
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many other French immigrants, and
they settled.

What is so unique about this debate
is that here in the Senate, every Sen-
ator rises and begins with a similar
sort of story. We are all the descend-
ants of immigrants. That is what
makes America so magical and so
unique. For a young country, we are an
immigrant country, and we celebrate
that. But we also want to preserve
that.

To me, that comes down to two fun-
damental traditions in this country—
the two fundamental reasons I am sup-
porting the Frist border security bill—
and that focus as a first step in this
great debate is one tradition, the tradi-
tion of immigration, but it is a proud,
strong tradition of legal immigration
throughout the history of our country,
at least until recently.

The other great tradition which I
will base my vote on is the very impor-
tant tradition—in fact, one of the lead-
ing reasons so many people, including
my grandparents, came to this coun-
try—of the rule of law which forms the
basis of so much of what we do.

Let me talk briefly about those two
traditions.

First, the rule of law: It is at the
heart of our entire system. It is at the
heart of what is attractive to millions
upon millions of people from every
country around the world to become
Americans, including my family. Law
is at the center of our democratic tra-
ditions. Without proper law enforce-
ment, written laws mean nothing. Fail-
ure to enforce certain laws, including
our immigration laws, gives people the
impression that the Federal Govern-
ment will fail to enforce other laws.
That tradition of the rule of law and
enforcement is an essential component
to comprehensive immigration reform.

A recent poll conducted by the Wash-
ington Post and ABC News found that
the huge majority of Americans agrees
with what I am saying. Four in five
Americans think the Government is
not doing enough to prevent illegal im-
migration, with three in five saying
they strongly hold that view.

The same poll found that 56 percent
of Americans believe illegal immi-
grants have done more to hurt the
country than to help it, while only 37
percent believe illegal immigrants help
the country. But the key is the illegal
nature of that activity—not our proud
tradition of legal immigration.

Of course, this issue of the rule of law
and the explosion of illegal immigra-
tion also has a very important national
security component, particularly since
September 11. Adequate border secu-
rity and enforcement of our immigra-
tion laws was an issue on September 11.
It goes directly to the terrorist at-
tacks. It goes directly to our war on
terror.

In its report, the 9/11 Commission
itself found weaknesses in immigration
enforcement could have facilitated
those terrorist acts. The Commission
stated:
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. . our investigation showed that two sys-
tematic weaknesses came together in our
border system’s inability to contribute to an
effective defense against the September 11
attacks: A lack of well-developed counterter-
rorism measures as part of border security,
and an immigration system not able to de-
liver on its basic commitments, much less
support counterterrorism.

Other studies have shown that 15 of
the 19 September 11 hijackers, includ-
ing Mohammed Atta, should have been
denied visas. At least three of them
overstayed their visas. Clearly, lax en-
forcement was an important part,
sadly, of that tragedy.

There are also other issues within
the country related to illegal immaigra-
tion—not our proud tradition of legal
immigration but illegal immigration.

First, it is very important to say we
are talking about millions upon mil-
lions of people, 11 to 13 million by most
estimates, even more by some. It is im-
portant to say the great majority of
those people are not dangerous crimi-
nals. However, some percentage of
those folks do contribute enormously
to our criminal issues in this country.
A GAO report issued in April of 2005
says the number of criminal aliens in-
carcerated in the United States in-
creased by 15 percent from 2001 to 2004.
Those aliens constitute about 27 per-
cent of all Federal prisoners. That is a
cost to the Federal Government of
about $1.2 billion a year. That specific
yvear was 2004. It is an enormous cost to
our country. Again, a small percentage
of those balloon the costs to society.

Violent gangs, composed mostly of
criminal aliens such as the El Salva-
doran-based MS-13, have been a very
important and dangerous part of the
criminal problem and violent crime in
this country. Last March, ICE agents
deported 37 criminal aliens rounded up
in the Washington, DC area, two of
whom had ties to MS-13. MS-13 has
spread across the country. Over 2,000
members are in northern Virginia
alone.

For all of these reasons, real enforce-
ment must come first in our meeting
this challenge. It must come first be-
cause we need to get control of our bor-
ders. We need to get control of the seri-
ous repercussions this illegal problem
has in our country, including on the
criminal side. To do this, we must
prove to the American people we are
not just going to talk about it as win-
dow dressing to what is tantamount to
an amnesty program. We are going to
do it. We are going to put the resources
behind it. We are going to deploy those
unmanned aerial vehicles. We are going
to do what is next in terms of man-
power enforcement and other resources
at the border.

I am a fairly typical American when
it comes to this issue. I have heard this
enforcement talk in Washington for
the last couple of years. I don’t believe
most of it. Quite frankly, we have
never been true to it. We have never
been serious about it. We have never
turned the corner on this issue before.

I believe it is our solemn duty and re-
sponsibility in terms of addressing this
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issue in a comprehensive way to first
not only pass border security and sig-
nificant enforcement measures, but to
put them in practice, to fund them, to
get agents on the border, to do what-
ever it takes to turn the corner on this
issue and prove to the American peo-
ple, prove to me and so many millions
of others, we are serious about enforce-
ment.

There is another reason I believe we
must start with enforcement, as the
Frist measure does. It is because any
measure that is tantamount to am-
nesty sends exactly the wrong message
as we try to get our hands around this
problem. We are a nation that believes
in upholding the rule of law. We must
reestablish respect for our laws, includ-
ing border security and interior secu-
rity. But provisions which are tanta-
mount to amnesty send exactly the op-
posite message. It sends the message
that you can break the law and over
time you will basically be rewarded for
doing so.

These are not just theoretical or
commonsense arguments. These are ar-
guments that are borne out by history,
as Senator ISAKSON, the previous
speaker, pointed out.

The last amnesty type of program en-
acted by this Congress was in 1986.
There have been many studies about
the effects of that since then. Across
the board they show that act of basi-
cally granting amnesty to a class of il-
legal aliens in this country dramati-
cally worsened the problem. It did
nothing to solve the problem. In 1992,
for instance, 6 years after the last ille-
gal alien agricultural worker amnesty
passed in 1986, the Commission on Agri-
cultural Workers issued a report to
Congress that studied the effects of
that 1986 agriculture worker amnesty.
They made a number of findings and
recommendations. First, the Commis-
sion found that the number of workers
amnestied under the bill had been se-
verely underestimated. I fear many of
the estimates we are talking about
here today are underestimated.

Second, the Commission found the
agriculture worker amnesty only exac-
erbated existing problems.

Six years after AIRC was signed into law
the problems within the system of agricul-
tural labor continue to exist ... In most
areas, an increasing number of newly arriv-
ing, unauthorized workers compete for avail-
able jobs, reducing the number of work hours
available to all harvest workers and contrib-
uting to lower annual earnings . . .

Third, the Commission stated that a
guest worker amnesty program should
not be the basis for future immigration
policy. The Commission went on to say
the only way to have a structured and
stable market was to increase enforce-
ment of our immigration laws, cer-
tainly including strong employer sanc-
tions.

So we have experience to guide us.
We have concrete history to learn by.
Why do we believe doing the same
thing as we did in 1986, only on a much
greater scale, is going to yield different
results?



March 30, 2006

The Frist bill is not perfect, but it is
a good and an appropriate start. And
start we must on the enforcement side
of the equation to prove we can get
real, get tough, get serious about en-
forcement as never before. Because,
quite frankly, we have never, ever, in
the history of this modern problem
proven that we will be serious, that we
will have the political will, that we
will devote the manpower and other re-
sources necessary to turn the corner on
this issue.

I urge all of my colleagues to start
here where there is consensus, where
we can come together around common-
sense, meaningful, and appropriate en-
forcement actions as the important
first step in addressing this very im-
portant challenge.

The Senate is having a very impor-
tant and responsible debate on this
issue. It is crucial in this debate that
we be respectful of each other and of
everyone involved in this issue and not
demonize any part of society. That ap-
plies equally to those who believe we
must start with enforcement as it does
to people illegally in this country.

No one in this Senate, I believe, is
anti-immigration. Everyone is a prod-
uct of a strong and proud history of im-
migration in this country. But until re-
cently it was a strong and proud his-
tory of legal immigration. I truly be-
lieve what most threatens that strong
and proud history and the support in
this country for that foundation of our
society is the fact that illegal immi-
gration has subsumed that tradition.

If we want to continue to cherish
that tradition, if we want to continue
to have respect for all members of our
society, no matter how they look or
appear, we must get back to that im-
portant tradition of legal immigration.
We must get back to the rule of law so
we can defend that strong tradition
and get hold of this very serious chal-
lenge our country faces.

I yield back the remainder of my
time.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from New Hampshire.

Mr. GREGG. Mr. President, obviously
the issue before the Senate is a critical
issue—how we maintain the atmos-
phere of this Nation, which is basically
the essence of our definition of a cul-
ture, which is that we are a society
which invites people from around the
world to participate in our society. It
was the reason we went with the
motto, E pluribus unum: from many,
one. How we maintain that atmos-
phere, that way of life which has given
us so much energy as a nation, that has
given so many people the opportunity
to pursue the American dream, is what
this debate is all about.

Whatever we do, we do not want to,
in my opinion, chill that great tradi-
tion which is the engine for our
strength as a nation. People come here
seeking a better life, and as a result
they energize society to be even more
productive, successful, and stronger.

We are, as has been mentioned by
most of the speakers today, most all of
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us immigrants. Certainly everyone in
the Senate since the departure of the
great Senator Ben Nighthorse Camp-
bell falls into that category.

The issue, in my opinion, breaks into
two obvious parts. The first is how you
secure the border. The second is how
you deal with the fact there is a large
number of people in this country who
are here illegally today and that there
is a large number of people who wish to
come to this country for the purposes
of earning a living, and that they will
come into this country however they
can—and if it is illegal, they will come
here illegally—and how we would
change that atmosphere.

On the first issue, which has been dis-
cussed and which is the purpose of the
bill before the Senate, the bill filed by
the Senate majority leader, this is very
resolvable. We can secure our borders.
That has been said by everyone. And
we should. We must. We cannot as a
culture survive if we do not have bor-
ders which are secure, if we do not
know who is coming into the country,
if we do not know who is coming here.
If we have large numbers of people who
are coming into this Nation illegally,
it undermines us as a nation of laws.

There is no question but this can be
resolved. It does not take a lot of new
law to do that, to be very honest. We
can pretty well control who is coming
into this country. I want to get into
the specifics of how we do that because
I have the good fortune to chair the
subcommittee which has jurisdiction
over the borders in the appropriations
area. I will talk about what we need
there. Before I do that, I also want to
address this issue of amnesty and guest
worker and how we deal with the folks
who are here and who are here ille-
gally.

Let’s assume for the moment we are
able to secure the southern border,
which I think we can. It might take 2
or 3 years, but I am absolutely sure we
can do that, so that the vast majority
of the people coming across our south-
ern borders will come across in some
manner which is legal, for a purpose
which is not to harm us. That is a little
more difficult to do on the northern
border. We do not have the human
wave coming across the northern bor-
der. The northern border is probably
more of a terrorist threat to us, actu-
ally, in many ways, but it does not
have the human wave issue that we see
on the southern border.

The question becomes, how do you
deal with the folks who are already
here illegally? There is this term, we
cannot give them amnesty; amnesty is
wrong. Well, as a practical matter,
they already have amnesty. Our sys-
tem is not able to deal with these indi-
viduals unless they become criminals,
unless they commit an act which vio-
lates our law in an open way, commit
a felony, do something that is clearly a
transgression to our society. But if
they are here working, as most of them
are, trying to support themselves or
their families or their families back
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home, for all intents and purposes they
already have amnesty because we are
not doing anything about it and we do
not have the capacity to do anything
about it. That is a straw dog, to be
very honest, this argument of amnesty.

The bigger question, more funda-
mental question, is how do you set up
a system which allows these people to
come out from behind the bushes where
they have to hide, so they are not
taken advantage of, so they can be
even more productive in their role here
in the United States, and do it in a way
that does not basically affront our sen-
sibilities as a nation of laws, and espe-
cially address the issue of citizenship.

There are a lot of ways to do that.
There are a lot of ideas being put for-
ward to do that. I happen to think the
essence of the question is how you deal
with the issue of citizenship. If you are
here illegally, getting citizenship
should be probably not attainable, but
certainly there should be a way to
allow you to still participate in our so-
ciety so you do not have to hide.

That assumes, however, you have ef-
fectively set up a border enforcement
mechanism which works because, as
the point was made by the Senator
from Louisiana, you cannot move to
any sort of effort to try to redress or
address the issue of people who are
here illegally unless you have more
control of the borders because you sim-
ply will create an incentive for more
people to come in illegally.

But let’s remember that if we were
able to solve the problem of the people
who are here illegally and who are
working and who seek nothing more
than to be working, if we were able to
give them some sort of status that
would allow them to participate as
workers in this country in a public
way, so they were able to participate in
systems such as paying into the health
care system, paying into retirement
systems, I think we might actually be
moving toward a more constructive re-
sult than what we have today, which is
essentially a large number of people
who we know are here and we just turn
our eyes to the fact they are here ille-
gally. They are going to continue to
stay here and work here. We certainly
are not going to remove them because
we have no way to remove 10, 11 mil-
lion people, however many people there
are, except for those people who com-
mit criminal acts.

So I think the debate is misfocused
in some ways when the word ‘‘am-
nesty’ becomes the hot button nomen-
clature versus the more substantive
question: What you do with people who
are already here and basically have the
capacity to be here, and they already
have amnesty, for all intents and pur-
poses, because we are not going to do
anything about them so long as they
act legally in the context of their jobs
because we do not have the capacity to
remove 11 million people, and our soci-
ety would not be able to absorb it.

But getting into the issue I wish to
talk about today, which is the specifics
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of the Border Patrol question and how
you upgrade the Border Patrol, the bill
before us authorizes an additional 1,400
Border Patrol agents over the next few
years and authorizes more beds for de-
tention. It authorizes more technology
for the purposes of guarding the border.
That is all well and good. I strongly
support those authorization efforts.

But the bottom line is, the rubber
does not meet the road with the au-
thorization bill. The rubber meets the
road with when we spend the money,
which is with the appropriations bill.
The problem we have, very simply, is
we are not committing resources in
this area to the level we need to ac-
complish what is already on the books
in the way of obtaining security along
the border.

Security along the border basically
breaks down to three basic compo-
nents: First, how many agents, how
many feet on the ground do you have
down there? Second, how many beds do
you have, so when you find people who
are coming across illegally, you can ac-
tually control where they are going, so
you are not basically catching and re-
leasing but you can actually hold these
people and send them back? And third,
what technologies are necessary in
order to, first, monitor the border, and
secondly, evaluate people who are com-
ing into our country as to whether
they are coming here to participate in
our society in a positive way or wheth-
er they are coming here to do us harm?

In all four of those categories—three
categories with a couple subcat-
egories—we simply have not been able
to put the resources in that are nec-
essary to get where we want to go. This
does not mean we have not tried. In
fact, in the last 2 years, we have in-
creased the number of Border Patrol
agents by 1,600. That is almost 1,300
more than the administration asked
for. We added over 2,000 beds to deten-
tion. We have significantly increased
the funding for the surveillance and
technology area, especially in the area
of US-VISIT, which is the program
which is essentially going to try to,
through technology, be able to evalu-
ate people as they come into the coun-
try legally and know whether they are
people whom we want to have visit us
or whether they are people who may be
here to do us harm.

But that has not generated the re-
sults we need. I wish to go through a
few statistics which are, unfortunately,
rather stark but should be talked
about because you are not going to get
resolution around here unless you talk
about them.

The first is the issue of border
agents. We have been increasing the
number of our border agents rather sig-
nificantly over the last couple years, as
I just mentioned, but we also know we
need to increase them even further in
order to hit what is the goal. With
20,000 agents on the border, we can ac-
complish what we need to do relative
to boots on the ground. That means we
have to increase—by 1,500, 2,000, 2,000 in
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each of the next few years—the number
of agents we put on the ground, the
number of agents in the system.

The problem is very simple: One is a
dollar issue, which should be able to be
resolved but, secondly, it is an issue of
being able to hire. It takes 30,000 appli-
cations, approximately, in order to hire
1,000 agents. It is very difficult to find
the people we need—it is that simple—
because of the language requirements
and because of the educational require-
ments and because of the demands of
the job. So it is not only an issue of
money, it is an issue of hiring up. And
that is a big problem for us.

A second problem we have is that the
technology situation is dire, especially
in the area of aircraft, where we are es-
sentially functioning with a fleet of
aircraft which has long outlived its
purposes.

The average life of the P-3s we have
in the air should be 20 years, but the
average life of the P-3s that are actu-
ally flying is 40 years. I want to show
you a picture of the problem we have
with the P-3s, which basically is the
backbone of our air surveillance. This
is a crack in the bathtub fitting of a P-
3. As a result, last year, we had 11,000
hours of P-3 flight, but this year alone
we have had to reduce the P-3 flights
by over 1,000 hours because we have had
to retrofit these planes. Why? Because
they are 40 years old or older, and they
should have flown for 20 years.

We have the same problem in our hel-
icopter fleet, where the average life is
supposed to be 15 years for our heli-
copters. We are flying helicopters
which have average lives of 30 years.

The same is true of our Beech King
air fleet, where the average life is sup-
posed to be 20 years, and they are well
over 30 years.

These are problems of resources
which need to be addressed. I will talk
in a second as to how they should be
addressed.

The third issue in the area of surveil-
lance—we have heard about the Pred-
ator, which is the unarmed, in this
case, air surveillance system along the
border. This is a great breakthrough
for us. We do not have to build a fence
along the southern border. Building a
fence would be the exact wrong mes-
sage to send, in my opinion. There are
certain sections where there are heav-
ily populated communities where you
are going to have to have some fencing,
but the vast majority of the border
does not require fencing, should not
have fencing. It is the wrong image for
us as a nation. And with technology,
we can do a lot.

One of the keys to technology is the
Predator. But we only have one Pred-
ator. We need 18 in order to effectively
do the border. So, again, it is an issue
of resources, putting resources in this
area.

In the area of beds, we know the
States are absorbing a huge amount of
the costs of basically taking care of the
illegal aliens who have been arrested.
We know we do not yet have the beds
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necessary to be able to even hold the
non-Mexican arrests, which are the
people we are most concerned about
from a terrorist standpoint. We need to
add a lot of new beds. We need to be
creative about this—not just having
physical buildings; we need to figure
out ways to use swing beds. We need to
figure out ways to use closed military
facilities, maybe tents, tent capabili-
ties. But we need to put more resources
in this area, although this Congress has
attempted to do it by adding over 2,000
beds in the last few years.

So we have serious resource issues.
Well, how do we address this issue?
There will be a supplemental coming
through here in a few days—in a
week—which is the supplemental to
fight the war on terror. Now, it seems
to me that probably one of the core ele-
ments of fighting the war on terror is
making sure your borders are secure.

I would hope within the limit of that
supplemental we would be able to fund
the capital needs or at least make the
first downpayment on the major cap-
ital needs I have just outlined in the
border areas, specifically: the aircraft,
replace those P-3 aircraft, buy more
Predators, replace the helicopters,
make sure the cars these agents drive
can go out in the field day after day
and still work well so we can move the
agents out into the field, make the cap-
ital investments in the buildings nec-
essary in order to take care of these
people.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent for 2 additional minutes.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. GREGG. That is something we
should do now. It is something we
should do in the context of national de-
fense, and it should be done as part of
the supplemental.

The bigger problem we have is that
when the Homeland Security bill hits
this floor, we are going to have to fig-
ure out a way to pay for this. The ad-
ministration has proposed we increase
fees on air transportation. Well, air
transportation fees do not necessarily
line up with Border Patrol needs. In
fact, the Border Patrol needs are not
affected by air transportation fees. Air
transportation fees fund things such as
TSA. So it is unlikely that fee is going
to occur. But if we do not do it, we are
going to have a $1.6 billion hole in the
Homeland Security budget. We cannot
afford that. We need those extra dol-
lars. So we will have to come up with
a way to do that. I am making my
commitment to do that.

But the reason I wanted to speak
today was to make it clear we can,
with additional resources, accomplish
the first step to border security and to
good immigration policy, which is bor-
der security, which allows us to know
who is coming into this country. It is a
very doable thing. All it takes is re-
sources. I believe we should have, as a
Congress, the wherewithal and the will-
ingness to commit those resources.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Illinois.
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Mr. DURBIN. Mr. President, first, I
commend Senators MCCAIN and KEN-
NEDY, who are on the Senate floor.
They have really pointed the way for a
positive resolution of a problem we
have faced for generations in America.

The immigration system in our coun-
try is seriously broken, and we know
it. It is obvious, as we look at the num-
ber of undocumented people in America
and as we consider, those of us in this
line of work, all of the families who
come to us with problems with the cur-
rent system. There is so much unfair-
ness, so much injustice. We can do bet-
ter as a nation, a nation of immi-
grants.

Now the Senate will face a very clear
and stark choice. Senator FRIST brings
to the floor an alternative. His is an al-
ternative that focuses on enforcement.

Well, Senator FRIST is not alone in
believing we need to be better at en-
forcing the laws of our country. In fact,
Senator FRIST’s bill and the bill I sup-
port—the one that came from the Sen-
ate Judiciary Committee, supported by
Senator SPECTER, the chairman of the
committee, inspired by Senators
McCAIN and KENNEDY in major part—is
a bill which also focuses on enforce-
ment.

Both bills double the size of the Bor-
der Patrol by adding 12,000 new agents.
Both bills strengthen interior enforce-
ment of immigration laws by adding
5,000 new immigration investigators.
Both bills would take advantage of new
technology to create a ‘‘virtual fence”
at the border. Both bills would improve
border controls by expanding entry-
exit tracking. Both bills require the
construction of new vehicle barriers
and new permanent highway check-
points near the border. The list goes on
and on. The bills are the same when it
comes to enforcement at our broken
borders, as it should be.

But what the Frist bill does beyond
that is what is clearly unacceptable,
from my point of view, and was unac-
ceptable in the Senate Judiciary Com-
mittee. The Frist bill continues the
provision that was started in the House
of Representatives which criminalizes
those who are here in undocumented
status and those who help them. That
is where this bill, the Frist bill, crosses
the line. That is why it is unaccept-
able. This concept was rejected in the
Senate Judiciary Committee and
should be rejected on the floor of the
U.S. Senate.

Think about it for a moment. Are we
serious that we are going to charge 12
million people with the crime that
Senator FRIST would create in his pro-
vision? Are we saying to people who
are here in the United States under a
myriad of different circumstances that
they are going to be treated as crimi-
nals amongst us?

To what end? To arrest them, to ap-
prehend them, to prosecute them, to
incarcerate them? Of course, we can’t
do that. With 12 million people, it can’t
be done.

But by branding them as criminals at
the outset, it is a guarantee they will
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never come out of the shadows. They
will stay lurking as part of our culture,
part of our economy in illegal status
indefinitely. Criminalizing them is not
the answer.

Sadly, the bill goes even further. In
the instance of undocumented people
amongst us, it would subject them to a
misdemeanor subject to 6 months in
jail, but it goes much further for the
Good Samaritans who assist them.
That is the most outrageous element of
the Frist bill. It is harsh. It is not
American.

Consider this for a moment. If a
priest counsels a mother that she
should remain in the United States
with her children who happen to have
been born here and are American citi-
zens, that priest can be found guilty of
an aggravated felony for having coun-
seled her to stay in the United States.
In the city of Chicago, which I am
proud to represent, we have a domestic
violence shelter, Mujeres Latinas en
Accion. It is in a section known as Lit-
tle Village. It is primarily a Mexican
section of our city. Some are citizens;
some are not. This domestic violence
shelter brings in battered mothers and
their children to protect them from
their abusive, drunken husbands while
they call the police department. The
social workers who are standing at the
door protecting those mothers and
children would be subject to being
charged with a felony under the Frist
provisions. A nurse who offers to a
mother at a medical clinic the advice
that she should bring her child back,
without checking to make certain she
is not undocumented, could be charged
with a felony. Is that where we are
headed? Is that the kind of America we
want to live in? I don’t think so.

The Senate Judiciary Committee re-
jected that. Why Senator FRIST con-
tinues to offer it, I don’t know. I don’t
think it is consistent with the goal we
all share. The goal we share is in re-
pairing the system, better enforcement
at the borders, better enforcement
when it comes to employment so we
will know if employers are exploiting
the undocumented. That is part of real
enforcement that will lead to fairness
and justice in the way we deal with im-
migration.

There’s another problem with the
majority leader’s bill. It would do
nothing to address the situation of 12
million undocumented immigrants who
currently live in our country. We need
tougher enforcement, but in the Judici-
ary Committee bill we acknowledge
something that the majority leader’s
bill does not: A strategy that focuses
on enforcement only is doomed to fail-
ure.

Beyond that, the McCain-Kennedy
bill, which is an inspired piece of legis-
lation, would offer a chance for immi-
grants who work hard and play by the
rules to earn their way to citizenship
over the course of many years. This is
not an amnesty. Amnesty says we for-
give you. The McCain-Kennedy bill
does not say that. The McCain-Ken-
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nedy bill says: If you are here undocu-
mented for a variety of reasons, if you
are here without legal status, there is
a path you can follow. It is a long path,
a demanding path, but at the end, you
could end up in a legal position or have
a chance. That is the best approach for
us to use.

Let me tell you exactly what the
McCain-Kennedy provisions would re-
quire in this path to legalization. It is
not a free ride. It is not a get-out-of-
jail-free card. Let me tell you what you
would have to do during the course of
an ll-year commitment on your part to
finally reach citizenship: a clean crimi-
nal record, employment since before
January 2004, remaining continuously
employed during this period, paying
approximately $2,000 in fines and fees,
passing a security background check,
passing a medical examination, learn-
ing English, learning U.S. history and
government, and paying all back taxes.
If you have complied with all of those
requirements, you will go to the back
of the line behind all applicants cur-
rently waiting for green cards. That is
not an amnesty; that is a demanding
process which will test the undocu-
mented as to whether they really want
to be part of America on a legal and
permanent basis.

All of us understand—those of us who
are the sons and daughters of immi-
grants—that the people who come to
these shores bring a special quality.
David Brooks of the New York Times
has an article which I ask unanimous
consent to print in the RECORD.

There being no objection, the mate-
rial was ordered to be printed in the
RECORD, as follows:

IMMIGRANTS TO BE PROUD OF
(By David Brooks)

Everybody says the Republicans are split
on immigration. The law-and-order types
want to close the border. The free-market
types want plentiful labor. But today I want
to talk to the social conservatives, because
it’s you folks who are really going to swing
this debate.

I'd like to get you to believe what Senator
Sam Brownback of Kansas believes: that a
balanced immigration bill is consistent with
conservative values. I'd like to try to per-
suade the evangelical leaders in the tall
grass to stop hiding on this issue.

My first argument is that the exclusionists
are wrong when they say the current wave of
immigration is tearing our social fabric. The
facts show that the recent rise in immigra-
tion hasn’t been accompanied by social
breakdown, but by social repair. As immigra-
tion has surged, violent crime has fallen by
57 percent. Teen pregnancies and abortion
rates have declined by a third. Teenagers are
having fewer sexual partners and losing their
virginity later. Teen suicide rates have
dropped. The divorce rate for young people is
on the way down.

Over the past decade we’ve seen the begin-
nings of a moral revival, and some of the
most important work has been done by
Catholic and evangelical immigrant church-
es, by faith-based organizations like the Rev.
Luis Cortés’s Nueva Esperanza, by Hispanic
mothers and fathers monitoring their kids.
The anti-immigration crowd says this coun-
try is under assault. But if that’s so, we're
under assault by people who love their chil-
dren.
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My second argument is that the immi-
grants themselves are like a booster shot of
traditional morality injected into the body
politic. Immigrants work hard. They build
community groups. They have traditional
ideas about family structure, and they work
heroically to make them a reality.

This is evident in everything from divorce
rates (which are low, given immigrants’ so-
cioeconomic status) to their fertility rates
(which are high) and even the way they shop.

Hispanics and Hispanic immigrants have
less money than average Americans, but
they spend what they have on their families,
usually in wholesome ways. According to
Simmons Research, Hispanics are 57 percent
more likely than average Americans to have
purchased children’s furniture in the past
year. Mexican-Americans spend 93 percent
more on children’s music.

According to the government’s Consumer
Expenditure Survey, Hispanics spend more
on gifts, on average, than other Americans.
They’re more likely to support their parents
financially. They're more likely to have big
family dinners at home.

This isn’t alien behavior. It’s admirable be-
havior, the antidote to the excessive individ-
ualism that social conservatives decry.

My third argument is that good values lead
to success, and that immigrants’ long-term
contributions more than compensate for the
short-term strains they cause. There’s no use
denying the strains immigration imposes on
schools, hospitals and wage levels in some
markets (but economists are sharply divided
on this).

So over the long haul, today’s immigrants
succeed. By the second generation, most im-
migrant families are middle class and paying
taxes that more than make up for the costs
of the first generation. By the third genera-
tion, 90 percent speak English fluently and 50
percent marry non-Latinos.

My fourth argument is that government
should be at least as virtuous as the immi-
grants themselves. Right now (as under Bill
Frist’s legislation), government pushes im-
migrants into a chaotic underground world.
The Judiciary Committee’s bill, which Sen-
ator Brownback supports, would tighten the
borders; but it would also reward virtue. Im-
migrants who worked hard, paid fines, paid
their taxes, stayed out of trouble and waited
their turn would have a chance to become
citizens. This isn’t government enabling
vice; it’s government at its best, encouraging
middle-class morality.

Social conservatives, let me ask you to
consider one final thing. Women who have
recently arrived from Mexico have bigger,
healthier babies than more affluent non-His-
panic white natives. That’s because strong
family and social networks support these
pregnant women, reminding them what to
eat and do. But the longer they stay, and the
more assimilated they become, the more bad
habits they acquire and the more problems
their subsequent babies have.

Please ask yourself this: As we con-
template America’s moral fiber, do the real
threats come from immigrants, or are some
people merely blaming them for sins that are
already here?

Mr. DURBIN. Mr. Brooks’ message
was addressed primarily to Republicans
and conservatives, but he spells out for
all who read it what these immigrant
people bring to America. My mother
came to these shores in 1911 at the age
of 2. Her mother, my grandmother,
brought her from Lithuania with her
brother and sister. They made to it
East St. Louis, IL, where my grand-
father worked in a steel mill. My mom
dropped out of school after the eighth
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grade, which was not unusual in her
time, got married, and a few years
later became a naturalized citizen. Her
son is now the 47th Senator from the
State of Illinois. Those stories can be
told over and over.

Think of the courage of the people
who came here, starting with my fam-
ily and others, the courage to leave be-
hind your village, your church, your
language, your relatives, your friends,
to come to a country you have never
seen before with a language you didn’t
speak to try to make a better life. So
many of us are so blessed to be here
from the start, but others fight night
and day for the chance to come. They
don’t just bring another body to be
counted; they bring a spirit. It is a
spirit of hard work and determination,
creativity, entrepreneurship. It is a
spirit of family values that we should
treasure. Mr. Brooks says as much in
his article.

This is a positive force in the devel-
opment of America, and it always has
been. We should look at this as a posi-
tive opportunity for America to be a
stronger nation, a nation that grows in
the right direction with the right peo-
ple and the right values.

The Frist bill is the wrong approach.
Criminalizing those who are here,
charging those who help them with
felonies for simply providing humani-
tarian assistance is wrong. It is far bet-
ter for us to take the more construc-
tive and comprehensive approach of the
Specter bill that was reported by the
Senate Judiciary Committee.

I reserve the remainder of my time.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Arizona.

Mr. McCAIN. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent, with the agree-
ment of the Senator from Massachu-
setts, to use his time and an additional
5 minutes, if necessary.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. MCCAIN. First, I thank my
friend from Massachusetts for allowing
me this time. Working with him on
this issue has been an experience that
I believe will result in benefit to the
country. I appreciate the effort we
have made together.

As we know, the Senate is beginning
debate on a very important and com-
plex subject that is among the most
difficult and divisive we face. Our Na-
tion’s immigration system is broken.
Without comprehensive immigration
reform, our Nation’s security will re-
main vulnerable. That is why we must
act.

I begin by commending Chairman
SPECTER and the members of the Judi-
ciary Committee for the considerable
effort they have taken to report a com-
prehensive immigration reform meas-
ure that could be considered during
this debate. While I am not in agree-
ment with each and every provision, it
is a great starting point for the debate.

Those of us from border States wit-
ness every day the impact illegal im-
migration is having on our friends and
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neighbors, our county and city serv-
ices, our economy, and our environ-
ment. We deal with the degradation of
our lands and the demands imposed on
our hospitals and other public re-
sources. Our current system doesn’t
protect us from people who want to
harm us. It doesn’t meet the needs of
our economy. It leaves too many peo-
ple vulnerable to exploitation and
abuse.

Throughout this debate, we will be
reminded that immigration is a na-
tional security issue, and it is. It is
also a matter of life and death for
many living along the border. We have
hundreds of people flowing across our
borders every day, an estimated 11 mil-
lion to 12 million people living in the
shadows in every State in our country.
While we believe the majority are
hard-working people contributing to
our economy and society, we can also
assume there are some people who
want to do us harm hiding among the
millions who have come here only in
search of better lives for themselves
and their families. We need new poli-
cies that will allow us to concentrate
our resources on finding those who
have come here for purposes more dan-
gerous than finding a job.

Last year, when Senators KENNEDY,
BROWNBACK, LIEBERMAN, GRAHAM, MAR-
TINEZ, OBAMA, SALAZAR, and I worked
together to develop a sensible, bipar-
tisan and comprehensive immigration
reform measure, first and foremost
among our priorities was to ensure our
bill included strong border security and
enforcement provisions. We need to en-
sure that the Department of Homeland
Security has the resources it needs to
secure our borders to the greatest ex-
tent possible. These include manpower,
vehicles, and detention facilities for
those apprehended. But we also need to
take a 21st century approach to this
21st century problem. We need to cre-
ate virtual barriers as well through the
use of unmanned aerial vehicles,
ground sensors, cameras, vehicle bar-
riers, advanced communications sys-
tems, and the most up-to-date security
technologies available to us.

The border security provisions under
the leader’s bill and the Judiciary
Committee’s bill provide sound pro-
posals to promote strong enforcement
and should be part of any final bill.
However, I do not believe the Senate
should or will pass an enforcement-
only bill. Our experiences with our cur-
rent immigration system have proven
that outdated or unrealistic laws will
never be fully enforceable regardless of
every conceivable border security im-
provement we make. Despite an in-
crease in Border Patrol agents from
3,600 to 10,000, despite quintupling the
Border Patrol budget, despite the em-
ployment of new technologies and tac-
tics, all to enforce current immigra-
tion laws, illegal immigration dras-
tically increased during the 1990s.
While strengthening border security is
an essential component of national se-
curity, it must also be accompanied by
immigration reforms.
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We have seen time and again that as
long as there are jobs available in this
country for people who live in poverty
and hopelessness in other countries,
these people will risk their lives to
cross our borders no matter how formi-
dable the barriers, and most will be
successful. Our reforms need to reflect
the reality and help us separate eco-
nomic immigrants from security risks.
We need to establish a temporary
worker program that permits workers
from other countries to the extent they
are needed to fill jobs that would oth-
erwise go unfilled.

We need workers in this country.
There are certain jobs Americans are
simply not willing to do. For example,
today in California and Arizona, food is
rotting on the vine and lettuce is dying
in the fields because farmers can’t find
workers to harvest their crops. At the
same time, resorts in my own State of
Arizona cannot open to capacity be-
cause there are not enough workers to
clean the rooms. Restaurants are lock-
ing their doors because there is no one
to serve the food or clear the dishes.
We are facing a situation whereby the
U.S. population does not provide the
workers businesses desperately need,
yet the demand for their services and
products continues. The current immi-
gration system does not adequately
and lawfully address this problem. As
long as this situation exists without a
legal path for essential workers to
enter the country, we will have des-
perate people illegally crossing our
borders and living in the shadows of
our towns, cities, and rural commu-
nities. That is not acceptable, particu-
larly when we are fighting a war on
terror.

The vast majority of individuals at-
tempting to cross our borders do not
intend to harm our country. They are
coming to meet our demand for labor
and earn money to feed their families.
By the Border Patrol’s own estimates,
99 percent of those apprehended coming
across the border are doing so for work.
However, the Border Patrol is over-
whelmed by these individuals. They
cannot possibly apprehend every cross-
er being smuggled in, no matter how
many resources we provide. That is
why any immigration legislation that
passes Congress must establish a legal
channel for workers to enter the
United States after they have passed
background checks and have secured
employment. Then we can free up Fed-
eral officials to focus on those individ-
uals intending to do harm through
drug smuggling, human trafficking,
and terrorism.

In addition to a temporary worker
program for future immigrants, we
have to address the fact that 11 to 12
million people are living in the United
States illegally, most of them em-
ployed, many whose children were born
here and are, therefore, American citi-
zens. Our economy has come to depend
on people whose existence in our coun-
try is furtive, whose whereabouts and
activities in many cases are unknown.
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I have listened to and understand the
concerns of those who simply advocate
sealing our borders and rounding up
and deporting undocumented workers
currently in residence here.

Easier said than done. I have yet to
hear a single proponent of this point of
view offer one realistic proposal for lo-
cating, apprehending, and returning to
their countries of origin over 11 million
people. How do we do that? The col-
umnist George Will quite accurately
observed that it would take 200,000
buses extending along a 1,700 mile long
line to deport 11 million people. That’s
assuming we had the resources to lo-
cate and apprehend all 11 million, or
even half that number, which we don’t
have and, we all know, won’t ever have.
And even if we could exponentially in-
crease the money and manpower dedi-
cated to finding and arresting undocu-
mented workers in this country, and
inventing some deportation scheme on
a scale that exceeds all reality, we
would, by removing these people from
their jobs, damage the American econ-
omy.

Instead, what we have allowed to be
in effect is a de facto amnesty, where,
for all practical purposes, a permanent
underclass of people live within our
borders illegally, fearfully, subser-
viently, vulnerable to abuse and exploi-
tation. Most of these people aren’t
going anywhere. No matter how much
we improve border security. No matter
the penalties we impose on their em-
ployers. No matter how seriously they
are threatened with punishment. We
won’t find most of them. We won’t find
most of their employers. There are jobs
here that Americans aren’t accepting,
that people in other countries who
have no future there will eagerly ac-
cept. They will find their way to those
jobs, and employers who can’t fill them
any other way will employ them.

And what of those we do apprehend?
Do they have children who were born
here? What shall we do with these
Americans—and they are Americans by
virtue of their birth here—when we de-
port their parents? Shall we build a lot
of new orphanages? Find adoptive par-
ents for them? Deny their citizenship
and ship them back, too? No, Mr. Presi-
dent, we’ll do none of these things.
We’ll simply continue our de facto am-
nesty program. Because we all know,
we aren’t going to find and deport so
many millions and suffer the disloca-
tion and agonizing moral dilemmas
that such an impossible task would en-
gender. So let’s be honest about that,
shall we?

The opponents of our attempt to ad-
dress undocumented workers in this
country decry as amnesty our proposal
to bring them out from their shadows
and into compliance with our laws am-
nesty. No, Mr. President, it is not. Am-
nesty is, as I observed, for all practical
purposes what exists today. We can
pretend otherwise, but that doesn’t
make it so. Amnesty is simply declar-
ing people who entered the country il-
legally citizens of the United States,

S2561

and imposing no other requirements on
them. That is not what we do, Mr.
President.

Under the provisions of our legisla-
tion, undocumented workers will have
incentives to declare their existence
and comply with our laws. They may
apply for a worker visa. They would be
subjected to background checks. They
must pay a substantial fine, pay their
back taxes, learn English, and enroll in
civic education, remain employed here
for six years, and then, at the end of
those six years, go to the back of the
line to apply for legal permanent resi-
dent (LPR) status. I believe most un-
documented workers will accept these
requirements in order to escape the
fear, uncertainty and vulnerability to
exploitation they currently endure.
And while those who have come here to
do us harm won’t come out of hiding to
accept these conditions, we will at
least be spared the Herculean task of
finding and sorting through millions of
people who came here simply to earn a
living.

What are our opponent’s alter-
natives? Raid and shutter businesses in
every city and state in the country?
Clog our courts with millions of immi-
gration cases? Offer illegal immigrants
the not too appealing opportunity to
“report to deport?’’ We propose a bet-
ter solution that is consistent with our
country’s tradition of being a nation of
laws and a nation of immigrants.

Mr. President, we are aware of the
burdens illegal immigrants impose on
our cities and counties and States.
Those burdens, which are a Federal re-
sponsibility, must be addressed. And
we need also to face honestly the moral
consequences of our current failed im-
migration system.

As I mentioned previously, immigra-
tion reform is a matter of life and
death for some. At this moment, some-
one may be dying in the Arizona
desert. According to border patrol sta-
tistics, 330 people died in fiscal year
2004, and that figure increased by 43
percent—to 472 deaths—in 2005. As tem-
peratures in the deserts get higher and
the desperation more tangible, we can
only expect the death tolls to increase
further this fiscal year.

In October of 2003, the Arizona Re-
public ran a story entitled ‘205 Mi-
grants Die Hard, Lonely Deaths.” I
would like to read an excerpt from that
story:

[In 2003] the bodies of 205 undocumented
immigrants were found in Arizona. Official
notations of their deaths are sketchy, con-
tained in hundreds of pages of government
reports.

Beyond the official facts, there are some-
times little details, glimpses, of the people
who died.

Maria Hernandez Perez was No. 93. She was
almost 2. She had thick brown hair and eyes
the color of chocolate.

Kelia Velazquez-Gonzalez, 16, carried a
Bible in her backpack. She was No. 109.

In some cases, stories of heroism or loyalty
or love survive.

Like the Border Patrol agent who per-
formed cardiopulmonary resuscitation on a
dead man, hoping for a miracle. Or the group
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of migrants who, with law officers and para-
medics, helped carry their dead companion
out of the desert. Or the husband who sat
with his dead wife through the night.

Other stories are almost entirely lost in
the desolate stretches that separate the
United States and Mexico.

Within weeks, the heat makes mummies
out of men. Animals carry off their bones
and belongings. Many say their last words to
an empty sky.

John Doe, No. 143, died with a rosary encir-
cling his neck. His eyes were wide open.

I am hopeful that at the end of this
debate in the weeks ahead, we can
show the American people that we ad-
dressed a serious and urgent problem
with sound judgment, honesty, com-
mon sense and compassion.

There are over 11 million people in
this country illegally. They harvest
our crops, tend our gardens, work in
our restaurants, care for our children,
clean our homes. They came as others
before them came, to grasp the lowest
rung of the American ladder of oppor-
tunity, to work the jobs others won’t,
and by virtue of their own industry and
desire, to rise and build better lives for
their families and a better America.
That is our history, Mr. President. We
are not a tribe. We are not an ethnic
conclave. We are a Nation of immi-
grants, and that distinction has been
essential to our greatness.

Yes, in this post 9/11 era, America
must enforce its borders. There are
people who wish to come here to do us
harm, and we must vigilantly guard
against them, spend whatever it takes,
devote as much manpower to the task
as necessary. But we must also find
some way to separate those who have
come here for the same reasons every
immigrant has come here from those
who are driven here by their hate for
us and our ideals. We must concentrate
our resources on the latter and per-
suade the former to come out from the
shadows. We won’t be able to persuade
them if all we offer is a guarded escort
back to the place of hopelessness and
injustice that they had fled.

Why not say to those undocumented
workers who are working the jobs that
the rest of us refuse, come out from the
shadows, earn your citizenship in this
country? You broke the law to come
here, so you must go to the back of the
line, pay a fine, stay employed, learn
our language, pay your taxes, obey our
laws, and earn the right to be an Amer-
ican. Riayen Tejada immigrated to
New York from the Dominican Repub-
lic. He came with two dreams, he said,
to become an American citizen and to
serve in the United States Marine
Corps. He willingly accepted the obli-
gations of American citizenship before
he possessed all the rights of an Amer-
ican. Staff Sergeant Tejada, from
Washington Heights by way of the Do-
minican Republic, the father of two
young daughters, died in an ambush in
Baghdad on May 14, 2004. He had never
fulfilled his first dream to become a
naturalized American citizen. But he
loved this country so much that he
gave his life to defend her. Right now,
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at this very moment, there are fighting
for us in Iraq and Afghanistan soldiers
who are not yet American citizens but
who have dreamed that dream, and
have risked their lives to defend it.
They should make us proud, not self-
ish, to be Americans.

They came to grasp the lowest rung
of the ladder, and they intend to rise.
Let them rise. Let them rise. Let us
take care to protect our country from
harm, but let us not mistake the
strengths of our greatness for weak-
nesses. We are blessed, bountiful, beau-
tiful America—the land of hope and op-
portunity—the land of the immigrant’s
dreams. Long may she remain so.

Mr. President, I yield the floor and I
suggest the absence of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. GRA-
HAM). The clerk will call the roll.

The assistant legislative clerk pro-
ceeded to call the roll.

Mr. SPECTER. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the order for
the quorum call be rescinded.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

AMENDMENT NO. 3192

Mr. SPECTER. Mr. President, yester-
day Senator FRIST spoke about his bill
and I spoke about the committee bill.
We said that today, after there had
been speeches, at approximately noon,
I would propose an amendment that
would be the committee bill.

I send an amendment to the desk and
ask for its immediate consideration.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will report.

The assistant legislative clerk read
as follows:

The Senator from Pennsylvania [Mr. SPEC-
TER] proposes an amendment numbered 3192.

Mr. SPECTER. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that further read-
ing of the amendment be dispensed
with.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

(The amendment is printed in today’s
RECORD under ‘‘Text of Amendments.’’)

Mr. SPECTER. Mr. President, as
noted, this amendment will put before
the Senate the bill which was passed
out of the Judiciary Committee on
Monday. There is one modification.
There is a title which remains as to ju-
dicial review, and for procedural pur-
poses, we have left the title in as to ju-
dicial review. But it is my intention to
modify that, depending upon what the
hearing discloses on Monday.

As is known, we worked under con-
siderable time pressure. The leader
wanted a bill reported out on Monday.
People came back from recess early,
and people were in town on Sunday
night so we could start Monday morn-
ing, which we did at 10 o’clock, and
worked through until 1 p.m., and then
from 2 p.m. until past 6 p.m.

The section on judicial review was
not subject to debate because the
chairman’s mark had a consolidation
of the Federal circuit. We had consider-
able debate about that, so we have
scheduled a hearing for Monday where
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we will take up those issues. Then in
the course of floor debate next week,
we will modify that section, depending
upon what we hear and what we decide
to do.

Mr. President, I ask that Senator
LEAHY, the distinguished ranking
member, be listed as the original co-
sponsor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. SPECTER. Mr. President, the
schedule, as agreed to, will call for con-
tinued debate. The majority leader,
Senator FRIST, will have an amend-
ment to offer involving the subject of
deaths at the border. It is anticipated
that there will be a 3 o’clock vote on
the Frist amendment and that there
will be an allocation and scheduling of
time for debate until 5 o’clock.

Yesterday I urged Senators to file
their amendments, to make them
known to the ranking member, Senator
LEAHY, and myself, so we could sched-
ule debate. We have a prodigious task
ahead of us. We are scheduled for a 2-
week recess beginning at the close of
business a week from tomorrow. It is
going to be a daunting task to finish
this bill on that schedule, but we have
undertaken daunting tasks before and
succeeded. That can be done only if we
have cooperation from Members.

I ask Members who have amendments
to consider at the outset time agree-
ments so we can move ahead. I give no-
tice to my colleagues that in order to
complete this business, we are going to
have to hold the voting time to 15 min-
utes, plus the 5-minute leeway, but we
are not going to allow the votes to run
256 minutes, 30 minutes, 21 minutes. We
are going to move ahead under the
rules of the Senate.

As I say, it is a prodigious job to get
finished by next Thursday night or on
Friday. The temper of the Senate is to
try to finish on a Thursday late before
a recess, but to do that we are going to
have to have a lot of cooperation to
avoid a Friday session or, depending on
the will of the leader, a session beyond
Friday into the weekend, if necessary,
to complete this bill.

I suggest the absence of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will call the roll.

The assistant legislative clerk pro-
ceeded to call the roll.

Mr. ALEXANDER. Mr. President, I
ask unanimous consent that the order
for the quorum call be rescinded.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. ALEXANDER. Mr. President, I
understand the majority leader may be
coming soon and, if he does, I will sus-
pend my remarks so he may be recog-
nized and hope that after he is recog-
nized, I can continue with my remarks.

This week, the Senate begins an
overdue reform of our immigration
laws. The Chair has been in the middle
of that and is making contributions to
it. Because nearly 10,000 illegal aliens
cross the United States border every
day, more than 3 million a year, we
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should start—start—with border secu-
rity. But then, once we secure the bor-
der and can uphold our limits on immi-
gration, we should get quickly back to
the American tradition of creating a
legal status for those whom we wel-
come to temporarily work and study in
the United States and who, by doing so,
enrich our diversity and spur our econ-
omy. But my purpose today is to make
sure we don’t stop there, that we don’t
overlook, as Paul Harvey might say,
““the rest of the story,” the rest of the
immigration story; that is, helping
prospective citizens who are legally
here become Americans.

Joined by Senators CORNYN, ISAKSON,
COCHRAN, SANTORUM, FRIST, and
McCONNELL, I have introduced S. 1815,
the Strengthening American Citizen-
ship Act that is indispensable to any
comprehensive immigration bill. This
legislation I plan to offer as an amend-
ment at the appropriate time during
this debate would help legal immi-
grants who are embarked on a path to-
ward citizenship to learn our common
language, to learn our history, and to
learn our way of government by the
following steps:

No. 1, providing them with $500
grants for English courses; No. 2, al-
lowing those who become fluent in
English to apply for citizenship 1 year
early; that is, after 4 years instead of 5;
next, providing grants to organizations
to offer courses in American history
and civics; next, authorizing a new
foundation to assist in these efforts;
next, codifying the oath of allegiance,
which new citizens swear when they
are naturalized. It is an oath of alle-
giance that is very much like the oath
of allegiance George Washington and
his officers took at Valley Forge in
1778, about which I am going to have
more to say.

In addition, our amendment would
ask the Homeland Security Depart-
ment, working with the National Ar-
chivist and others in our Government,
to carry out a strategy to highlight the
ceremonies, such as the one the Presi-
dent attended this week, in which im-
migrants become American citizens; fi-
nally, our amendment would establish
an award to recognize the contribution
of outstanding new American citizens.

Harvard political scientist Samuel
Huntington has written that most of
our politics is about conflicts among
principles that unite us as a country.
More than any other subject we might
discuss, this immigration debate will
involve the basic principles of what it
means to become an American. That is
why we begin the debate with border
security, not because we are pro-immi-
grant or anti-immigrant. That is not
what we are talking about. We begin
the debate with border security be-
cause as Americans we believe in the
principle of the rule of law.

It is hypocritical for us in the United
States of America to preach to the
world about the rule of law, yet thumb
our nose at the 12 million people who
live here illegally. It is hypocritical
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and it is dangerous to our security not
to control our own borders.

There is no apology to be made for us
as Americans insisting on the principle
of the rule of law, just as there should
be no other hesitancy about other prin-
ciples, such as welcoming those who
temporarily work here and study here.
So the principle of the rule of law is
not the only principle that is at stake
in this debate. We create a legal status
for those from other countries whom
we welcome to temporarily study and
work here because of the principle,
first, of equal opportunity, because we
are a nation of immigrants; that is a
part of our character, and because we
founded our economy upon the prin-
ciple of laissez faire. In other words, we
are a free market economy.

So there are three more principles we
need to throw into the mix along with
the rule of law: equal opportunity, a
nation of immigrants, laissez faire.

We may be outsourcing jobs, but for
years we have won our wars and built
our economy by ‘insourcing’ brain
power. Wernher von Braun and his col-
leagues from Germany helped us in the
space race against the Soviets. Sixty
percent of the American winners of
Nobel Prizes in physics are immigrants
or children of immigrants. Sixty per-
cent of the postdoctoral students at
our universities in America are foreign
students. There are 572,000 foreign stu-
dents studying at colleges and univer-
sities in the United States. While they
are here, these students and research-
ers from other countries help create a
higher standard of living for us Ameri-
cans, and when they go home they ex-
port our values better than any foreign
aid ever has.

In addition, many of the workers our
economy needs to grow come from
neighboring countries. I asked my staff
to see if I could get an estimate of how
many visas we have on the books today
for workers coming to the United
States from other countries. As best we
can tell, we have about 500,000 visas of
different forms that may be issued each
year, of one kind or another, to un-
skilled and skilled people who come to
our country. Add that to the 572,000
foreign students who study in our
country and we have today a large
number of people from other parts of
the world who are here, enriching our
country and improving our standard of
living.

I ask unanimous consent that this
list of visas for workers coming to the
United States from other countries
each year be printed in the RECORD fol-
lowing my remarks.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

(See exhibit 1.)

Mr. ALEXANDER. Mr. President,
these temporary students and workers
have helped us create an economy that
last year produced 30 percent of the
world’s wealth for us Americans alone,
who constitute just 5 percent of the
world’s population. It makes no sense
for us to have an immigration system
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that makes it easy for unskilled work-
ers to come here illegally and harder
for the brightest people to come here
legally. That is why it is my hope this
comprehensive immigration bill we are
considering will have in it the ideas
that would make it easier, modestly
easier, for a larger number of highly
skilled people to come here and help us
create better jobs.

For example, there are two rec-
ommendations that were made in the
document called ‘‘Rising Above the
Gathering Storm,” by the National
Academy of Sciences panel, headed by
Norm Augustine. This was a set of 20
recommendations that was made to us
in Congress by this distinguished panel
last summer in answer to our question:
What should we do to keep our advan-
tage in science and technology so that
our good-paying jobs don’t go to India
and China?

They told us 20 things to do. Two of
the things to do had to do with making
it easier for the most intelligent people
in the world to work and study and do
research here. One of the ideas would
be to give a green card, a permanent
residency card, to any student from
overseas who earns a doctorate in
mathematics, engineering, technology,
or the physical sciences. Those persons
could stay here and help improve our
standard of living.

For example, at the Oak Ridge Na-
tional Laboratory in Tennessee, the
largest science laboratory in the
United States of America, the director,
the assistant director, and the head of
our United States effort to recapture
the lead in supercomputing in the
world—those jobs are all filled by peo-
ple from other countries who have
green cards, who are here helping us
improve our standard of living. So we
are glad they are here, and we should
make it easier for such people to come.

Craig Barrett, the head of Intel, esti-
mates if we were to adopt this provi-
sion, that would mean perhaps 12,000 to
15,000 additional doctoral students in
math, engineering, technology, or
physical sciences, once they earn their
degree, can stay in the United States.

The other provision was at one point
in the Judiciary Committee mark. It
may still be there. But it takes the cap
off some categories of highly advanced
people who have earned an advanced
degree in science, technology, engi-
neering, and math. It is simply in our
own interest to do that. It continues a
long tradition and is one more example
of why we already have a tradition of
welcoming workers and students who
temporarily work here.

So we have at least four principles at
play that I have talked about: The rule
of law, equal opportunity, laissez faire,
and we have the characteristic of our
country being a nation of immigrants.
But there is another principle that I
believe is the single most important
principle we have in this debate and it
is the one that is engraved above the
chair of the Presiding Officer. It is the
motto of this country: E pluribus
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unum. Our work will not be complete
until we help prospective citizens be-
come Americans because our country’s
greatest accomplishment is based upon
that principle. That is, we have united
people from many different back-
grounds into one nation based upon the
belief in a few ideas, rather than upon
race, ancestry, or background.

Of all the principles we will be debat-
ing in these next 2 weeks, none is more
important than that one chosen as our
national motto, the one carved in stone
above the desk, E pluribus unum: one
from many.

We are not here dividing sides up on
who is pro-immigrant and who is anti-
immigrant. We are here saying we have
5 important principles we all believe in
that unite us as Americans, from rule
of law to equal opportunity to E
pluribus unum. We are trying to put
those together in a sensible way. That
is what our politics is about. That is
most of what we do in the Senate and
that is what the people expect us to do
today. Each year we welcome about 1
million permanent new legal residents,
many of whom go on to become citi-
zens. I am now talking about people
who are legally in the United States of
America.

To become an American is a signifi-
cant accomplishment. First, you must
live in the United States as a legal per-
manent resident for 5 years. Next, you
must learn to speak English, our com-
mon language. Next, you must learn
about our history and Government.
Since we are united by ideas rather
than the color of our skin, one has to
learn these ideas to become a citizen.
Next, you must swear an oath and re-
nounce the government of the country
from which you came and then swear
allegiance to the United States of
America.

Those are pretty strong words—re-
nounce the government of the country
from which you came and swear alle-
giance to the country to which you are
going. Where does that come from?
This is where it comes from. This oath
dates back to May 12, 1778, when Gen-
eral George Washington and the gen-
eral officers at Valley Forge signed an
oath very similar to the one taken by
the 30 citizens the President swore in
on Monday, the oath that more than
500,000 new American citizens took last
year in hundreds of naturalization
ceremonies all over America.

Here is a portion of the oath Wash-
ington and his general officers swore:

I, George Washington, Commander in Chief
of the armies of the United States of Amer-
ica, do acknowledge the United States of
America to be Free, Independent, and Sov-
ereign states, and declare that the people
thereof owe no allegiance or obedience to
George the Third, King of Great-Britain; and
I renounce, refuse and abjure any allegiance
or obedience to him; and I do swear that I
will to the utmost of my power, support,
maintain and defend the said United States
of America. . . .

Those were remarkable words then.
Those were remarkable words on Mon-
day, when those 30 new citizens stood
up and said the same thing.
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The language in the oath immigrants
take today comes from that oath in
1778. It says in effect: I may be proud of
where I come from, but I am prouder of
where I am. In both the last session of
Congress and in this session, Senator
SCHUMER and I introduced legislation,
S. 1087, to put the wording of the oath
of allegiance derived from this into
law, giving it the same dignity as the
Star Spangled Banner and the Pledge
of Allegiance.

Becoming an American is also a
unique experience because it has noth-
ing to do with ancestry. America is an
idea, not a race. We are united by prin-
ciples expressed in our founding docu-
ments, the very principles we are de-
bating in this immigration legislation,
not by our multiple ancestries.

Americans enjoy more rights than
the citizens of any nation on the face
of the Earth and our Founders recog-
nized, as every citizen and prospective
citizen must, that along with those
rights come responsibilities. The new
citizens, like those who came before,
must appreciate this simple but funda-
mental truth: In a free society, free-
dom and responsibility go hand in
hand.

Some have suggested our diversity is
what makes our country great.

To be sure, diversity is one of our
great strengths, but diversity is not
our greatest strength. Jerusalem is di-
verse. The Balkans are diverse. Iraq is
diverse. The greatest accomplishment
of the United States of America is that
we have molded that magnificent di-
versity into one nation, based upon a
set of common principles, language,
and traditions.

That is why the words above the desk
of the Presiding Officer say one from
many, not many from one. And that is
why a comprehensive immigration bill
is not complete unless we help prospec-
tive citizens who are legally here be-
come Americans.

We could look to Great Britain and
France to remind us of how fortunate
we are to have had two centuries of
practice helping new citizens become
Americans. Last August, when he an-
nounced a number of measures regard-
ing British citizenship, Prime Minister
Tony Blair said:

People who want to be British citizens
should share our values and our way of life.

These new rules were spurred by the
terrorist attack in London in which
four young men, three of whom were
the British-born children of Pakistani
immigrants, bombed the London sub-
way system.

France is facing a similar period of
self-examination on integrating immi-
grants and the children of immigrants
following violent civil unrest this last
November.

According to the French Ambas-
sador:

These teenagers feel alienated and dis-
criminated against both socially and eco-
nomically. They don’t want to assert their
difference. They want to be considered 100
percent French.
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It is hard to imagine becoming
French or becoming British or becom-
ing Japanese or Chinese or German, for
that matter. On the other hand, to be a
citizen of this country, one must be-
come an American. We should be wise
enough to take a lesson from the dif-
ficulties of our friends overseas and re-
double our effort to help new citizens
become Americans. This is, of course,
one more reason to control our bor-
ders—so that we know who is coming
from other countries and can help
those who legally choose to stay here
to become Americans.

We Americans have always under-
stood that perhaps the most important
limit on how many new citizens our
country can successfully absorb de-
pends upon how many can be assimi-
lated as Americans. Robert Putnam
has written in the book ‘‘Bowling
Alone” how at the beginning of the
20th century, when America experi-
enced an influx of foreigners about as
great in terms of percentages as that of
today, the Nation took seriously the
issue of assimilation. It was during this
time that civic organizations such as
the Boy Scouts and the Girl Scouts and
the Rotary Clubs were launched. Many
industries had programs that taught
English and history to foreign workers.
The most important agent of assimila-
tion was the common school, what we
call today the public school.

The late Albert Shanker, president of
the American Federation of Teachers,
said the public school was created
largely ‘‘to teach immigrant children
reading, writing, and arithmetic—and
what it means to be an American.”

Yet today U.S. history is not as im-
portant a part of the school curriculum
as it once was. As a result, high school
seniors score lower on U.S. history
than on any other subject. I have
worked with Senators KENNEDY, BYRD,
REID, and a number of others to help
put the teaching of American History
and civics back in its rightful place in
our schools so our children can grow up
learning what it means to be an Amer-
ican.

But while we are teaching our chil-
dren more about what it means to be
an American, we should also be step-
ping up efforts to help the 500,000 to 1
million permanent legal residents who
are living legally among us and who
will this year become American citi-
zZens.

During these next 2 weeks, we should
enact legislation to secure our borders.
That honors the principle of the rule of
law. Then we should create a legal sta-
tus for the workers and the students we
welcome here to help increase our
standard of living, as well as to support
our values. That honors the principle
that we are a nation of immigrants,
that we believe in equal opportunity,
and that we believe in a free market,
laissez faire. But we should not com-
plete work on a comprehensive immi-
gration bill without remembering why
we have placed that three-word motto
above the Presiding Officer’s chair,
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without remembering that our unity
did not come without a lot of effort,
without noticing lessons from overseas
that remind us that it is more impor-
tant today than ever to help prospec-
tive citizens become Americans.

In the spring of 2002, 4 years ago,
when Senator Fred Thompson decided
not to run for reelection, my job then
was on the Harvard faculty at the Ken-
nedy School of Government. I was
teaching a class I created there called
the American Character and America’s
Government. Matt Sonnesyn, who is
my senior policy adviser today, was my
course assistant at the time.

In that course, we looked at the
kinds of issues that Senators might
deal with. I had no idea at the time
that I might be a Senator. We tried to
identify the principles that each of the
problems raised. In other words, we
recognized that since we are a nation
united by principles, we wanted to be
able to understand the principles and
have a principled discussion when we
got issues like school choice or support
for faith-based institutions.

Perhaps the issue that created the
most discussion in our class that se-
mester was a question that was pre-
sented in this way: Should illegal im-
migrants in the State of Illinois have
State driver’s licenses?

The President of Mexico, Vicente
Fox, had come to Chicago and asked
the Illinois legislature to do that.

If one of my students had stood up
and said: I have a pro-immigrant or an
anti-immigrant solution to this prob-
lem, that student would probably have
earned an F because I asked them to
identify the principles that this issue
raised. This was a typical university
class of pretty smart students in an
area where more of the students are to
the left, I would say. There were sev-
eral refugees from the recent Clinton
administration, there were some inter-
national students, and there were stu-
dents from all over our country of
many races and backgrounds.

But the first issue this class raised
when considering the question of driv-
er’s licenses for illegal immigrants in
Illinois was the principle of the rule of
law. Then we went right through the
other principles that I have just dis-
cussed today. And a little bit to my
surprise, this class came down very
hard on the idea that, of all the prin-
ciples considered, the principle of rule
of law required no driver’s licenses for
people not legally here.

They came to that conclusion quick-
ly. But they also came quickly to the
conclusion that in a country that al-
ways values equal opportunity, laissez
faire, and a nation of immigrants, that
we should have clear rules for wel-
coming people who are temporarily
working here and temporarily studying
here, that there should be generous al-
lotments for that, that it was in our in-
terest. They also spent a lot of time
talking about those three words above
the Presiding Officer’s chair, about
how can we help all those who were
here legally to learn what it is to be an
American.
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I was very impressed with the way
our class 4 years ago at that university
dealt with the issue of immigration. It
had a similar problem to the one we
are facing. They considered all the
principles. It was not considered to be
a pro-immigration or anti-immigration
result. It was a discussion about prin-
ciples in which we all agree, which col-
lide, and it was up to the students in
that class to come to a solution which
was principled.

That is our job in this body. We need
to let the American people know that
we honor each of the principles that we
talk about today. We should not step
back one inch from honoring the prin-
ciple of the rule of law, but we
shouldn’t be hesitant for one minute to
welcome those who work here and
study here because we also honor the
principle of equal opportunity, being a
nation of immigrants and the free mar-
ket economy that we are.

I hope before we are through in these
3 weeks that we will do as the students
did 4 years ago and realize that above
all, when we talk about immigration,
about people coming to this country,
that what is distinctive about America,
what is our greatest accomplishment,
is not that we can figure out a way to
create laws and virtual laws to control
our borders, not that we can come up
with some mathematical number of
people who can work and study here,
but what we have been able to do that
France has not done, that Great Brit-
ain has not done, that China and Ger-
many have not done—no country in the
world has ever done the way we have—
is that we have taken people from all
different backgrounds and said we are
the United States of America. And to
become an American you believe in
ideals, and it doesn’t matter where you
come from, what your race is, what

your background is.

It is important that we keep that up
front, that we honor our diversity but
more important that we can be proud
of where we come from but prouder
where we are; that we honor the oath
of allegiance that our amendment will
seek to make law, where George Wash-
ington and his officers said we put
aside where we came from—we may
honor it, we may be proud of where we
may go to reunions and talk about it,
but we are Americans.

That is the most important subject
for an immigration debate, and this
bill will not be complete without it.

I look forward to offering an amend-
ment at the appropriate time that adds
to our discussion of helping prospective
citizens become Americans. This would
be the only country in the world in
which such an amendment would have
that kind of meaning.

EXHIBIT 1

VISAS FOR WORKERS COMING TO THE UNITED STATES
(PER YEAR)

Type of Visa Number per Year (cap)

140,000

“Green Card” or legal permanent residency
includes exceptional, skilled, and un-
skilled workers (NOTE: a number of these
folks originally came to the U.S. under
H-1B or L, but then applied to become
permanent; see below).
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VISAS FOR WORKERS COMING TO THE UNITED STATES
(PER YEAR)—Continued

Type of Visa Number per Year (cap)

H-2A (Temporary Ag Workers) ............ccoceeeeves no cap, but averages only
30,000

66,000
65,000

no cap, has grown to
123,000 in 2005

H-2B (Temporary, non-skilled, non-ag) land-
scaping, construction, etc.

H-1B (Professional Skilled Workers) ............

L Visa (intercompany transfers) Executives
and employees with specialized knowl-
edge of a company's product (and their
families).

=~424,000

Note.—Due to lack of applicability to the illegal population, this analysis
does not include more obscure temporary visa categories, such as foreign
diplomats, religious workers, athletes, entertainers, “treaty traders or inves-
tors,” press, etc. All told, these additional categories would total about
100,000 additional visas.

Mr. ALEXANDER. Mr. President, I
ask unanimous consent that Senator
FRIST and Senator MCCONNELL be
added as cosponsors to S. 1815, the
Strengthening American Citizenship
Act.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. ALEXANDER. Mr. President, I
yield the floor and suggest the absence
of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will call the roll.

The legislative clerk proceeded to
call the roll.

Mr. ALEXANDER. Mr. President, I
ask unanimous consent that the order
for the quorum call be rescinded.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. VIT-
TER). Without objection, it is so or-
dered.

Mr. ALEXANDER. Mr. President, on
behalf of the leader, I ask consent that
at 3 p.m. today, the Senate proceed to
vote in relation to the Frist amend-
ment at the desk related to a study on
deaths on the border; provided further
that no amendments be in order prior
to that vote.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. ALEXANDER. Mr. President, I
ask unanimous consent that the time
before the vote be allocated as follows:
the next 30 minutes beginning at 1:20
be under the control of the Democratic
leader or his designee; the following 30
minutes be under the majority control;
the next 30 minutes be under the con-
trol of the Democratic side; and finally
that the remaining time before the
vote be equally divided between the
two sides.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. ALEXANDER. Mr. President, I
suggest the absence of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will call the roll.

The legislative clerk proceeded to
call the roll.

Mrs. MURRAY. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the order for
the quorum call be rescinded.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

Mrs. MURRAY. Mr. President, the
Senate is now engaged in a spirited de-
bate about reforming our immigration
policy. I rise today to share my per-
spectives and my priorities.
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Let’s remember, though, that this is
not just about immigration; it is about
the type of country we want to be,
what we stand for, and what type of fu-
ture we all want to build. It is easy to
get caught up in the specifics of one
policy or another, but I encourage my
colleagues to not lose sight of the big-
ger picture. This debate touches nearly
every aspect of American life, from our
economy to security, from our class-
rooms to our workplaces.

I know there is a lot of pressure to do
something about immigration, espe-
cially in an election year, but if we do
the wrong thing, it will have a painful
effect on millions of families, on our
economy, and on our future for genera-
tions to come. Let’s take the time to
do it right. Perhaps the biggest mis-
take we could make is to think that
addressing enforcement alone will cre-
ate the changes we want to see.

I approach this debate with a clear
understanding of what is at stake,
frankly, with some skepticism that
Congress can achieve this delicate bal-
ance in a heated political environment.
But I will keep pushing for the right
policies. These policies are based on
my own personal experiences, on people
who have shared their life experiences
with me, and on the unique perspective
Washington State provides.

Washington State does have a lot at
stake in this debate over immigration
reform. I have led discussions around
my State with key stakeholders who
have experiences in areas such as bor-
der security, labor needs, agriculture,
education, and housing that have all
helped form my perspective.

First of all, Washington State is a
border State. We know the dangers of
an insecure border. For years, I have
fought Federal policies that steered
critical resources away from the north-
ern border to the southern border. Year
after year, I have fought budgets that
were biased against the needs at our
northern border. My border commu-
nities have struggled with inadequate
staff, equipment, and facilities. Trag-
ically, it took the September 11 at-
tacks to finally get the Federal Gov-
ernment to listen to what we had been
saying all along: you cannot keep
America secure if you shortchange the
northern border.

Since then, we have made some
progress. I have worked with Chairman
GREGG and others to secure the money
to triple the number of agents along
our northern border. I helped to fund
the northern border air wing that is in
my State to patrol our skies and to
provide enforcement and surveillance. I
should note that we still need to ex-
tend their patrol hours beyond just 40
hours a week.

We have made progress but not near-
ly enough. Just this week, we learned
that Federal investigators were able to
smuggle parts for a dirty bomb across
the northern border into Washington
State. That is unacceptable.

As we have increased enforcement at
the northern border, new challenges
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have emerged. Federal agents are ar-
resting more people for smuggling and
other crimes, but the Feds are just
handing those suspects over to local of-
ficials for holding and prosecution. As
a result, communities like Whatcom
County on the foreign border are strug-
gling to deal with the huge new burden
of Federal prosecutions. Whatcom
County is spending $2 million a year to
process federally initiated cases.
Whatcom County is not being reim-
bursed, but communities along the
southern border are. That is not fair,
and it is something I am working to
correct.

Washington State understands the
importance of border security. I believe
any bill we pass has to treat the north-
ern border fairly.

Our communities need help to com-
bat the scourge of drugs and violence
that accompany rampant smuggling
operations. We cannot wait until a ter-
rorist tries to move a dirty bomb
across our northern border.

Washington State also has a great
stake in how immigration reform af-
fects one of our largest industries—ag-
riculture. We rely on immigrants to
harvest the crops that put food on our
table and bring our State billions of
dollars a year in economic activity.
Last week in Moses Lake, WA, I heard
personally from farmers and orcharders
who had to leave fruit on the trees last
season because they could not get
enough help to pick it fast enough.
This costs our farmers and our entire
State economy.

Already, many farmers have told me
that the 2005 season was the worst sea-
son they have had in trying to get the
employees they needed. It is estimated
that 700,000 undocumented workers are
living in Washington State. That
means Washington State has the high-
est per capita concentration of undocu-
mented workers of any State in the Na-
tion. We know how important laborers
are for our economy.

Washington State public schools and
universities are also impacted by our
Nation’s immigration policies. I hope
we can all agree the children of immi-
grants deserve a decent education
which builds our communities and our
economy.

For years, I have worked to increase
educational opportunities for all stu-
dents living in this country. I am a
proud supporter of the Dream Act,
which helps make higher education
more accessible to the children of im-
migrants. I have been proud to cele-
brate with young students through the
Latino Educational Achievement
Project and other organizations in my
home State of Washington that break
down barriers to education. Our edu-
cational policies have to ensure that
immigrants and the children of immi-
grants are not denied the opportunity
to share in the American dream.

Housing is another area that is con-
nected to our immigration policy.
Many communities in Washington
State are struggling with the lack of
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affordable housing. That can mean
families are trapped living in unsafe or
substandard housing. We also have to
address the housing challenges in agri-
cultural communities. For several
years, I have been working on a farm-
worker housing initiative to help ad-
dress a tremendous shortage of safe
and affordable housing for the people
who work on our farms.

All of these experiences—the north-
ern border, agriculture, education,
labor needs, and housing—help inform
me on my view on immigration policy.
I believe from that, that we need a ho-
listic approach.

Enforcement is important. Securing
our borders is important, but if we
leave out things such as education and
job training, if we ignore the tools fam-
ilies need to rise above their -cir-
cumstances and build a better life, we
will be missing the big picture and we
will be throwing away the ladders of
success generations of Americans have
relied on to make their families and,
subsequently, our country stronger.

Comprehensive immigration reform
should do seven things: it should im-
prove enforcement; it should treat the
northern border fairly; it should in-
clude a guest worker plan which in-
cludes a path to citizenship; it should
provide a path forward so that people
who are here have an opportunity to
become citizens and realize the Amer-
ican dream; it should protect the rights
of victims and refugees; it should not
turn into criminals those compas-
sionate souls who care for th